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REMARKS 

Prior to the Office Action, claims 1-38 were pending in this application. Of these claims 
35-38 were previously withdrawn; they remain so. In this response, claims 1-5, 7, 9, 10, 16, 19- 
5 20, 22-23, 25-28, 31, and 34 are amended. Claims 35-38 remain withdrawn. Claims 1-38 are still 
pending. Applicants respectfully request further examination and reconsideration in view of the 
above amendments and arguments set forth fully below. 

Claim Rejections 

10* Within the Office Action, the examiner rejected claims 1-34. 

Claim Rejections under 35 U.S.C 102 

Claims 1-2, 5-7, 10-13, 15, 18-20, 30-32, and 34 stand rejected under 102(b) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 5,331,986 to Lim (hereinafter Lim). Claims The applicants 

1 5 respectfully submit that the claims as modified are in a condition of allowance in view of the 
claim amendments above and the arguments below. 

Lim is not analogous art to the applicants application. A person skilled in the art of 
supercritical cleaning systems would not look to a dish washer for solving the problem of 
creating a supercritical or near supercritical cleaning system. The rational for not looking to a 

20 dishwasher is first that a dishwasher operates at an ambient or near ambient pressure. It is 

neither a pressurized or high pressure system. A supercritical cleaning system is a high pressure 
system requiring the structural differences of strength to contain the pressure and seals that can 
handle the supercritical pressure, and materials that can withstand a supercritical fluid. Secondly, 
a dishwasher does not utilize a supercritical fluids in their operation because dishwasher are not 

25 pressurized systems. Further, a dishwasher does not utilize a pump that can create super critical 
pressures and temperatures. A supercritical or near supercritical cleaning system requires a 
source of supercritical fluid or a supercritical condition generator to generate a supercritical fluid. 

Lim discloses a washing machine processing chamber with an inner substantially planer 
wall (24) and a outer cabinet (10) forming a cavity, having a thickness though which a pipe 

30 passes (column 6, lines 16-19; 62, 62a, and 62b). The apparatus has a pump for circulation of a 
fluid (46), a filter (48), a circulation loop having inlet means and outlet means (30, 32). Lim 
does not teach a supercritical processing chamber capable of handling a high pressures. Lim 
does not teach a means for generating a supercritical fluid or a source of supercritical fluid. Lim 
does not teach an integrally formed circulation loop as set forth in claims 1 and 10 but teaches a 
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pipe positioned between the planer wall (24) and the cabinet (10). 

The applicant's invention claims a supercritical processing chamber (Claims 1,10, and 
26). The applicants invention also claims the use of a supercritical processing fluid. Claim 1-5, 
7, 9, 10, 16, 19, 20, 22-23, 26-28, 31, and 34. The applicant also claims an integrally formed 
5 circulation loop in claims 1 and 10 or an integrally formed fluid communication line as set forth 
in claim 26. Contrasting with cited prior art, Lim does not teach a chamber capable of 
supercritical pressures. Further, Lim does not teach the use of a supercritical fluid as claimed by 
the Applicant. Also, Lim does not teach an integrally formed circulation loop in claims 1, and 10 
in contrast to the teachings of Lim. Lim teaches a pipe (62, 62a,b) between a wall (24)and 

10. cabinet housing (1 0). 

In summary, Lim is non-analogous prior art. Even as prior art, Lim does not teach several 
structural elements found in the Applicant's invention. The independent claims 1,10, and 26 of 
the Applicants invention claim a supercritical processing chamber, a supercritical processing 
fluid, an integrally formed circulation loop, or an integrally formed fluid communication line; 

1 5 elements not found in Lim. Further, Lim does not claim hint or suggestion to any of the above 
elements. Thus claims 1, 10, and 26 are not anticipated by Lim and are in a condition of 
allowance. Claims 2, 5-9 depend from allowable base claim 1 and thus are in a condition of 
allowance. Claims 1 1-13, 15, 18-25 depend from allowable base claim 10 and thus are in a 
condition of allowance. The claims 30-32 and 34 depend from the allowable base claim 26 and 

20 thus are in a condition of allowance. 

Claim Rejections under 35 U.S.C. 103 

Claims 3-4, 16-17, 28-29, and 33 stand rejected under 103(a) as obvious over Lim in 
25 view of U.S. Patent No. 4,316,750 to Gengler (hereinafter Gengler). The applicants respectfully 
submit that this rejection is mute in view of the arguments above regarding Lim. Gengler teaches 
a back flow blocking means. Because Gengler does not teach a supercritical processing chamber, 
a supercritical processing fluid, or an integrally formed circulation loop, the combination of Lim 
and Gengler does not anticipate the Applicant's independent claims 1,10, and 26. 

30 

Claims 3-4 

Claims 2-4 are dependent on claim 1. As stated above,the totality of the limitations of 
amended claim 1 are not taught, nor are they even suggested by Lim or Genger. For at least these 
reasons, Applicants submit that claim 1 is patentable over the references cited, either alone or in 
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the cited combinations. Thus, claims 3-4 are patentable as being dependent on an allowable base 
claim. 

Claims 16-17 

5 Claim 16 and 17 are dependent on independent claim 10. As stated earlier, the totality of 

the limitations of amended claim 10 are not taught, nor are they even suggested by Lim or 
Gengler. For at least these reasons, Applicants submit that claim 10 is patentable over the 
references cited, either alone or in the cited combinations. 

10. Claims 28-29. 33 

Claims 28-29, and are dependent on claim 26. As stated above, the totality of the 
limitations of amended claim 26 are not taught, nor are they even suggested by Lim or Genger. 
For at least these reasons, Applicants submit that claim 26 is patentable over the references sited, 
either alone or in the cited combinations. Thus, claims 28-29, and 33 is patentable over the 

1 5 references, either alone or in the cited combinations.. 

For the above reasons, Applicants submit that claims 1 -34 are patentable over the cited 
references. If the Examiner has any questions or comments, the Examiner is encouraged to call 
the undersigned at (408) 530-9700 to discuss the same so that any outstanding issues can be 
20 expeditiously resolved. 
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Respectfully submitted, 
HAVERSTOCK & OWENS LLP 



By 




Thomas B. Haverstock 
Reg. No.: 32,571 
Attorneys for Applicant 
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